
Public Testimony In Response to Bill 21-22, Weapons-Firearms In or Near Places 
of Public Assembly- July 26, 2022 
 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
I am a resident of Montgomery County, MD (Gaithersburg/Damascus to be exact) and a 
law-abiding firearms owner.  I am also an attorney and a staunch believer in civil 
rights.  I am writing to express my grave concerns with the efforts of the county to curb 
exercise of civil rights by law-abiding firearms owners, as made plainly evident in the 
text of Bill 21-22. 
 
As the Council is no doubt aware, the Bill of Rights to the US Constitution recognizes 
certain key and fundamental civil rights of US Citizens that the founders thought so 
profoundly important they bore being enumerated.  The Second Amendment to the 
Constitution protects the right of individuals to keep and bear arms.  The Supreme Court 
has continually held that this is a protected civil right.  Citizens have a constitutional 
right to keep and bear arms; to keep and bear arms of those types in ordinary use; and 
to keep and bear arms in public for purposes of self-defense and other lawful ends.  The 
Maryland Charter makes the US Constitution the supreme law of Maryland so, quite 
clearly, Marylanders have a constitutional right to wear and carry firearms in public.  As 
recognized by Governor Hogan, Marylanders no longer need convince the government 
that they should be allowed to exercise a civil right.  The proposed bill’s definition of 
places of public assembly would act to essentially deprive those in or visiting 
Montgomery County of a right to defend themselves, even on private property.  This is 
in direct contravention to the recent Supreme Court decision in NYSRPA v. Bruen, but 
you are aware of this fact as the bill is in direct response to the decision in Bruen. 
 
The Council is, nonetheless, pursuing a bill that directly and intentionally flies in the face 
of constitutional rights.  Section 4-209 of the Maryland Criminal Law Code also prohibits 
local governments from imposing certain restrictions on possession of firearms.  Bill 21-
22 goes well beyond the exceptions permitted under Section 4-209. 
 
Given that the Council is fully aware of the Constitutional rights that it seeks to 
intentionally infringe through attempted imposition of Bill 21-22, I want to draw your 
attention to 42 US Code Section 1983.  Section 1983 is a federal statute which provides 
a right for individuals to sue local government officials directly when those officials 
violate civil rights in the course of their duties. Given that the Council is aware that this 
bill would violate civil rights (it is clearly written with that express intent) Council 
members likely lose any defense of qualified immunity and become personally liable for 
their unconstitutional actions.   I for one would consider seeking a 1983 action if the 
Council passes a bill directly aimed at infringing my civil rights. 
 
Putting the above aside for the moment, what is it that frightens the Council so much 
about the lawful exercise of civil rights?  Does the Council also intend to ban prayer 
within 100 yards of a place of public assembly? Does the fifth amendment not apply 



within 100 yards of a place of public assembly?  Does the Council believe that 
individuals should lose their fourth amendment rights if within 100 yards of a place of 
public assembly?   
 
Will the Council ban armed security or law enforcement at Council meetings or is it ok 
for the Council to be protected by firearms as long as the rest of us are not?  Given that 
gun control is really the last vestige of Jim Crow laws, maybe the Council is scared of 
minorities being able to defend themselves?  Is that it? 
 
Representative Jamie Raskin, of whom I am no fan, recently publicly pointed out the 
ridiculousness of Bill 21-22 and that it is just a waste of precious taxpayer resources 
and likely to be overturned in court.  That said, he also called protection of constitutional 
civil rights draconian and foolish, so maybe he's not a great example. 
 
I truly encourage you to listen to your better angels and recognize the foolishness of 21-
22 and, instead, embrace an approach that protects civil liberties of all Montgomery 
County residents and guests.     
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Matthew Hoffman 
 


